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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1. Claims 2, 6 and 8-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 

being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 

which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the potential faults" in line 6. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the faults to be tested" in line 1 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Note it is not clear whether "the faults to 
be tested" in line 1 1 refers to "the potential faults to be tested" in line 6 or to "the faults 
to be tested" in line 1. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation "the faults" in line 11. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Note it is not clear whether "the faults" in line 1 1 
refers only to the "potential faults" in line 6 or whether it includes the "fault to be tested" 
in line 1. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation "the faults" in line 13. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Note it is not clear whether "the faults" in line 13 
refers only to the "potential faults" in line 8 or whether it includes the "fault to be tested" 
in line 3. 
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Claim 8 recites the limitation "the faults" in line 16. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Note it is not clear whether "the faults" in line 1 6 
refers only to the "potential faults" in lines 9-10 or whether it includes the "fault to be 
tested" in line 3. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 2, 6, 8 and 1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Abramovici; Miron et al. (US 5896401 A, hereafter referred to as Abramovici). 

35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 2. 

Abramovici teaches a) performing a good machine simulation on the IC with the test to 
obtain values of each internal node of the IC (Fault-Free Circuit 125 in Figure 5 of 
Abramovici is a good machine simulation on the IC which is included in the Fault 
Simulation device of Figure 5 for performing a good machine simulation on the IC with 
the test to obtain values 127 of each internal node of the IC transmitted to Backward 
Network 115); b) based on the good machine simulation, identifying the potential faults 
to be tested by the test by backtracing (col. 5, lines 39-52 in Abramovici teaches that 
backtracing is performed by the to Backward Network 115 in Figure 5 of Abramovici 
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based on values 127 received from good machine simulation Fault-Free Circuit 125; the 
Abstract in Abramovici teaches that backtracing in the Backward Network 1 15 is used 
for computing critical paths, the critical paths indicating faults; hence Abramovici 
teaches backtracing in the Backward Network 1 15 is used for computing critical paths 
for identifying potential faults; Note: the abstract in Abramovici teaches that critical paths 
are paths with faults that are detectable by the input test signals, hence are potential 
faults to be tested), in a single detection pass, through logic gates and memory 
elements starting at each observable node (See Figure 12 in Abramovici), said 
backtracing being based on said good machine simulation (col. 5, lines 39-52 in 
Abramovici teaches that backtracing is performed by the to Backward Network 1 1 5 in 
Figure 5 of Abramovici based on values 127 received from good machine simulation 
Fault-Free Circuit 125) and being limited to paths along which a faulty value has a 
possibility of propagating to said observable node (Note: the abstract in Abramovici 
teaches that critical paths are paths with faults that are detectable by the input test 
signals, hence are potential faults to be tested); c) with the test, performing the fault 
simulation on the faults to be tested (the Fault Simulation device of Figure 5 of 
Abramovici performs fault simulation on the inserted faults to be tested received on line 
129 from Backward Network 115); and d) repeating a) through c) for additional tests of 
the plurality of tests (col. 5, lines 4-8 of Abramovici teach that a test for each test vector 
T is performed hence Abramovici teaches repeating a) through c) for additional tests of 
the plurality of tests). 
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35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 6. 

Col. 6, lines 37-52 in Abramovici teaches observed results of stem analysis during the 
test further limit a number of faults requiring processing by the fault simulation by 
recognizing that is not always necessary to propagate the fault effects of stems "all the 
way" to POs and by starting the backtraces from only observable nodes wherein the 
faults to be tested were detected, for example, from node F as taught in col. 6, lines 37- 
52 of Abramovici. 

35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 8. 

Abramovici teaches a) performing a good machine simulation on the IC with the test to 
obtain values of each internal node of the IC (Fault-Free Circuit 125 in Figure 5 of 
Abramovici is a good machine simulation on the IC which is included in the Fault 
Simulation device of Figure 5 for performing a good machine simulation on the IC with 
the test to obtain values 127 of each internal node of the IC transmitted to Backward 
Network 115); b) based on the good machine simulation, identifying the potential faults 
to be tested by the test by backtracing (col. 5, lines 39-52 in Abramovici teaches that 
backtracing is performed by the to Backward Network 1 15 in Figure 5 of Abramovici 
based on values 127 received from good machine simulation Fault-Free Circuit 125; the 
Abstract in Abramovici teaches that backtracing in the Backward Network 1 15 is used 
for computing critical paths, the critical paths indicating faults; hence Abramovici 
teaches backtracing in the Backward Network 1 15 is used for computing critical paths 
for identifying potential faults; Note: the abstract in Abramovici teaches that critical paths 
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are paths with faults that are detectable by the input test signals, hence are potential 
faults to be tested), in a single detection pass, through logic gates and memory 
elements starting at each observable node (See Figure 12 in Abramovici), said 
backtracing being based on said good machine simulation (col. 5, lines 39-52 in 
Abramovici teaches that backtracing is performed by the to Backward Network 1 15 in 
Figure 5 of Abramovici based on values 127 received from good machine simulation 
Fault-Free Circuit 125) and being limited to paths along which a faulty value has a 
possibility of propagating to said observable node (Note: the abstract in Abramovici 
teaches that critical paths are paths with faults that are detectable by the input test 
signals, hence are potential faults to be tested); c) with the test, performing the fault 
simulation on the faults to be tested (the Fault Simulation device of Figure 5 of 
Abramovici performs fault simulation on the inserted faults to be tested received on line 
129 from Backward Network 115); and d) repeating a) through c) for additional tests of 
the plurality of tests (col. 5, lines 4-8 of Abramovici teach that a test for each test vector 
T is performed hence Abramovici teaches repeating a) through c) for additional tests of 
the plurality of tests). Note: critical paths are paths with faults that are not blocked from 
being observed at an observable point. 

35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 11. 

Col. 6, lines 37-52 in Abramovici teaches observed results of stem analysis during the 
test further limit a number of faults requiring processing by the fault simulation by 
recognizing that is not always necessary to propagate the fault effects of stems "all the 
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way" to POs and by starting the backtraces from only observable nodes wherein the 
faults to be tested were detected, for example, from node F as taught in col. 6, lines 37- 
52 of Abramovici. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 9, 10, 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Abramovici; Miron et al. (US 5896401 A, hereafter referred to as 

Abramovici). 



35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection of claim 9. 

Claim 9 is a software implementation of the limitations in claim 8 containing all of the 
limitations of claim 8 except for the software implementation of those limitations. 
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Abramovici, substantially teaches the claimed invention described in claim 8 (as 
rejected above). 

However Abramovici, does not explicitly teach the specific use of a software 
implementation for the limitations in claim 8. 

The Examiner asserts that use of a software implementation for the limitations in claim 8 
versus a hardware implementation for the limitations in claim 8 or any combination 
thereof would have been based on basic engineering design choice taking into 
consideration available space for circuitry, speed requirements (Note: hardware is 
generally faster than software) and flexibility (Note: software is more flexible than 
hardware). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Abramovici by including use of a 
software implementation for the limitations in claim 8. This modification would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that use of a software 
implementation for the limitations in claim 8 would have provided the opportunity to 
implement the test device in the Abramovici patent based on basic engineering design 
choice taking into consideration available space for circuitry, speed requirements (Note: 
hardware is generally faster than software) and flexibility (Note: software is more flexible 
than hardware). 



35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection of claim 10. 
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Claim 10 is a software implementation of the limitations in claim 8 containing all of the 
limitations of claim 8 except for the software implementation of those limitations. 
Abramovici, substantially teaches the claimed invention described in claim 8 (as 
rejected above). 

However Abramovici, does not explicitly teach the specific use of a software 
implementation for the limitations in claim 8. 

The Examiner asserts that use of a software implementation for the limitations in claim 8 
versus a hardware implementation for the limitations in claim 8 or any combination 
thereof would have been based on basic engineering design choice taking into 
consideration available space for circuitry, speed requirements (Note: hardware is 
generally faster than software) and flexibility (Note: software is more flexible than 
hardware). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Abramovici by including use of a 
software implementation for the limitations in claim 8. This modification would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that use of a software 
implementation for the limitations in claim 8 would have provided the opportunity to 
implement the test device in the Abramovici patent based on basic engineering design 
choice taking into consideration available space for circuitry, speed requirements (Note: 
hardware is generally faster than software) and flexibility (Note: software is more flexible 
than hardware). 
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35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection of claim 12. 

Col. 6, lines 37-52 in Abramovici teaches observed results of stem analysis during the 
test further limit a number of faults requiring processing by the fault simulation by 
recognizing that is not always necessary to propagate the fault effects of stems "all the 
way" to POs and by starting the backtraces from only observable nodes wherein the 
faults to be tested were detected, for example, from node F as taught in col. 6, lines 37- 
52 of Abramovici. 

35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection of claim 13. 

Col. 6, lines 37-52 in Abramovici teaches observed results of stem analysis during the 
test further limit a number of faults requiring processing by the fault simulation by 
recognizing that is not always necessary to propagate the fault effects of stems "all the 
way" to POs and by starting the backtraces from only observable nodes wherein the 
faults to be tested were detected, for example, from node F as taught in col. 6, lines 37- 
52 of Abramovici. 

Conclusion 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph D. Torres whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3829. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on (571) 272-3819. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 



have questions on access to the 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 ( 
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